.
In the early Byzantine period, the office of the Bishop of Constantinople was not a very secure position. Considering the time frame from the consecration of the City until the end of the sixth century, as many as 11 metropolitan bishops, in effect every third one, had been deposed from their office. In a majority of the cases in question, the reasons would be clearly religious, but in several instances various political considerations may have also played a crucial role. This article makes an attempt to focus on the places to which the deposed bishops were banished (actually, if the penalty of exile had been enforced at all) rather than to discuss the causes for the depositions in greater detail. It is important to draw a distinction between removing a bishop from his office (as a rule, according to the canonical procedure, on the strength of a synodal decision) and the emperor's sentence 2 that condemned the patriarch to leave the City and sometimes also had him sent into exile at a specific location.
The first metropolitan to have been exiled in the period under consideration was Paul, who was deposed from his office three or four times 3 . He was a native of Thessalonica; before his elevation to Archbishop of Constantinople, he served as a lector of the local Church and secretary to Bishop Alexander. After the death of the latter, Paul became his successor in ca. 337 4 . The election was not consulted with the imperial authority, which incensed the emperor Constantius II and would effectively lead to the bishop's deposition for the first time and his replacement by Eusebius of Nicomedia
5
. Following Eusebius' death, Paul regained his see, but his return would meet with the Arians' discontent, ultimately resulting in the outbreak of violent riots and the death of magister equitum Hermogenes de Mésopotamie, Sy 31, 1954, p. 265-267. 12 Emesa (present-day Homs in Syria), a city in the province Phoenicia Libanensis, located at the junction of the routes from Palmyra to the Mediterranean and from Damascus to the north; a significant pilgrimage site following the discovery of John the Baptist's head at a local monastery in 453, later on to be housed at the cathedral church of this city; cf. I. Benzinger, Emesa, [in:] RE, vol. V, Stuttgart 1905 , col. 2496 -2497 ] ODB, p. 690. 13 G. Dagron, Naissance d`une capitale, suggests that the destination of Paul's exile may have been Thessalonica, not the East, and puts the date of this event to the year 338 / 339. 14 Socrates, Historia ecclesiastica, II, 16, p. 108; Sozomen, Historia ecclesiastica, III, 9, Theophanes, AM 5849, p. 42. 15 Cocusus (Kokousos, present-day Göksun, Turkey), a city in Cappadocia (subsequently in Armenia II), situated at the intersection of the routes from Caesarea to Anazarbus and from Comana to Melitene, near the sources of the river Pyramus, cf. Ruge, Kokusos, [in:] RE, vol. VI, Stuttgart 1921 , col. 1065 , notes that the information on Paulus' final exile can be found in Athanasius' account, which identifies Singara and Emesa as the actual locations of the bishop's exile. 16 Socrates, Historia ecclesiastica, II, 26, p. 135; Sozomen, Historia ecclesiastica, III, 9, 2, Historia Arianorum, 7, 3, p. 186. Cf. M. Simonetti, op. cit., D. Spychała, Saint Paul et Macedonius…, p. 386 System, Mil 10, 2013, p. 419-420. first time upon the aforementioned deposition of Paul. Since the latter bishop had managed to obtain firm support from Constans, Constantius II was compelled to restore him to the see, while Macedonius was ousted and had to withdraw to a private church. Following the death of Constans, the bishop recovered his office 17 , but he would begin to lose the emperor's support in 358, when he decided to remove the remains of Constantine the Great from the dilapidated tomb and re-bury the emperor's body in a new place. Constantius reacted with indignation to Macedonius' decision to translate the remains of the emperor's father without any previous consultation 18 . Socrates, Historia ecclesiastica, II, [26] [27] Sozomen, Historia ecclesiastica, IV, 2, p. 141. Cf. G. Dagron, Naissance d`une capitale, p. 432; M. B. Leszka, op. cit., . 18 Socrates, Historia ecclesiastica, II, 38, Sozomen, Historia ecclesiastica, IV, 21, p. 171. 19 Sozomen, Historia ecclesiastica, IV, 26, p. 182. Cf. I. Milewski, op. cit., p. 358; G. Dagron, op. cit., . 20 Socrates, Historia ecclesiastica, IV, 14, p. 244; Sozomen, Historia ecclesiastica, VI, 13, p. 254-255. Cf. G. Dagron, op. cit., p. 446 . 21 Socrates, Historia ecclesiastica, IV, 15, p. 244. Socrates' account is not clear as regards the information to the effect that the emperor had Eustathius exiled to Bizye in Thrace, whereas Evagrius was sent into exile somewhere else (pp. 244, 22-23: Εὐστάϑιος μὲν οὖν ἐν Βιζὺῃ τῆς Θρᾴκης πόλει περιωρίζετο·Εὐάγριος δὲ εἰς ἄλλον τόπον ἀπήχϑη.). However, it could be assumed from the context that the location in question may have been somewhere in Thrace as well. The same information, as drawn from Socrates' account, can be found in Sozomen, Historia ecclesiastica, VI, 13, p. 255, 1-3. 22 Socrates, Historia ecclesiastica, IV, 14, p. 244 and V, 7, p. 278; Sozomen, Historia ecclesiastica, VI, 13, p. 254 and VII, 5, Dagron, op. cit., and new divisions in the Church of Constantinople. In consequence, the supporters of the Nicene Creed proceeded with the election of their own candidate (Evagrius) . None the less, Demophilus managed to secure the crucial support of the emperor Valens, and the outcome was the eventual exile of the pro-Nicene contender. The turning point would come on 24 November 380, when the emperor Theodosius I, a dedicated advocate of the Council of Nicaea, arrived at the capital, and the situation put Demophilus in danger of losing his bishopric. The emperor pledged to allow him to remain in office on the condition of adopting the Nicene Creed, but Demophilus declined and withdrew with his followers to a church outside of the city walls . Born at Antioch, he was educated in rhetoric and practised asceticism. After several years spent in the desert, he returned to his native city and was ordained a priest there, becoming an eminent preacher. He was elected to the See of Constantinople in the autumn of 397, but he would soon find himself at odds with many influential circles and figures at the capital, including emperor Arcadius' wife, Aelia Eudoxia. In July 403, during the so-called synod of the Oak (east of the Bosphorus), he was deposed by the bishops led by Patriarch Theophilus of Alexandria 29 . To enforce the synod's verdict, the authorities banished John to Prainetus, 23 Socrates, Historia ecclesiastica, V, 7, p. 278; Sozomen, Historia ecclesiastica, VII, 5, CTh XVI, 5, 6. I. Milewski, op. cit., p. 210 . 24 Philostorgius, Historia ecclesiastica, IX, 19, p. 125, [12] [13] Chrysostomi, 3, p. 39, 11, Sozomen, Historia ecclesiastica, VIII, 22, p. 379; Theodoret, Historia ecclesiastica, V, 34, p. 335. 32 Pityus was situated on the east coast of the Black Sea, about 75 km north-west of Suchumi in Abkhazia, over 1,100 km, by sea route, from Constantinople, cf. E. Diehl, Pityus, [in:] RE, vol. XX, Stuttgart 1950 , col. 1883 -1884 . 33 For almost half a century after Flavian's exile, the bishops of Constantinople would be able to remain in office until their death. In one noteworthy case, Basiliscus made an attempt to remove Patriarch Acacius, but the bishop resisted and managed to save his position thanks to the crucial support from the monastic circles and the people of Constantinople 51 . This failure on the emperor's part seems to be indicative of the fact that throughout the decades the position of bishops of Constantinople had become consolidated enough to make it more difficult to have them deposed from the metropolitan see. Teodozjusza II, Poznań 1992, p. 22-23, an. 71; cf. I. Milewski, op. cit., p. 362 . Hypaipa was a city and bishopric in Lydia, on the route from Ephesus to Sardes, at the foot of the mountain called Aipus, cf. Bürchner, Hypaipa, [in:] RE, vol. VIII, Stuttgart 1914, col. 195-196. 50 Cf. E. Schwartz, Publizistische Sammlungen zum acacianischen Schisma, München 1934, p. 174, an. 3;  this scholar arrived at the conclusion that Flavian died in February 450. Initially, this proposition elicited no response and would be thoroughly considered by Chadwick (cf. H. Chadwick, op. cit., , who, although refuting Schwartz's argumentation, would appear to have been in favour of this particular dating of Flavian's death and contributed some new points to support it. 51 For Acacius and his conflict with Basiliscus, see R. Kosiński, Dzieje Akacjusza, patriarchy Konstantynopola w latach 471-489, USS 9, 2010, p. 63-97. 52 On Euphemius, see R. Kosiński, Euphemios, Patriarch of Constantinople in the Years 490-496, JÖB 62, 2012, p. 57-79. 53 Historia Ecclesiastica Zachariae Rhetori vulgo adscripta, VI, 4, rec. E. W. Brooks, vol. II, Lovanii 1924 (cetera: Pseudo-Zacharias, Historia ecclesiastica), p. 5-6; Theophanes, AM 5981, p. 133. According to Pseudo-Zacharias, Euphemius received his education in Alexandria. Conversely, Liberatus mentions Alexandria as his birth-place, which is very likely a confusion arising from his misinterpretation of facts from Pseudo-Zacharias' account (cf. Liberatus, XVIII, 127, p. 132 60 and a follower of the Council of Chalcedon. Contrary to his predecessor, he was more inclined to make a compromise with the anti-Chalcedon Patriarch of Alexandria on the basis of the emperor Zeno's Henotikon. He managed to find allies at the court and would meet with much success in the East, where a majority of the Churches decided to endorse that compromise solution 61 . Beginning from 507, a hiatus between the emperor and the bishop was growing more and more difficult to repair, which was the situation caused by Anastasius' increasingly evident anti-Chalcedonian sympathies. In 511, Macedonius became embroiled in an intense controversy with the advocates of Miaphysitism, Julian of Halicarnassus and Severus, the later bishop of Antioch
62
. On the night of 6-7 August 511, he was banished to Euchaïta in Pontus on the emperor's orders 63 and died at Gangra ca. 517 64 .
Before his elevation to Patriarch of Constantinople, Anthimus I 65 had served as Bishop of Trebizond, but he deserted his bishopric and decided to practise asceticism in Constantinople 66 . In 532 / 533, he participated, on the pro-Chalcedonian side, in a dispute with the adherents of Severus of Antioch 67 . Following the death of Patriarch Epiphanius on June 5, 535, Anthimus was chosen as his successor with the decisive support of empress Theodora 68 , but he would very soon arouse suspicion of harbouring Miaphysite views. The monastic circles urged him to condemn Eutyches and Dioscurus of Alexandria, but the bishop refused to do so 69 . In March 536, Pope Agapetus I arrived at Constantinople, refusing to acknowledge communion with Anthimus and accusing him of having assumed the bishopric in violation of the church canons 70 . Justinian wasted no time in removing Anthimus from his office and had the bishop expelled from Constantinople 71 . The synod convoked by the emperor (2, 6, 10, 21 May and 4 June 536; concluded 6 August of the same year) condemned Anthimus for the uncanonical manner of his accession to the See of Constantinople and for his adherence to Eutyches' teachings 72 . On the other hand, John of Ephesus claims that the bishop accepted the empress Theodora's proposal and would go on to spend the next 12 years at her estate in Constantinople, leading an ascetic life. Found there only after the empress' death, he became reconciled with Justinian. The former bishop reportedly enjoyed the emperor's respect for the rest of his life 73 , yet his later years and the date of death remain unknown.
In the sixth century, the authorities carried through only one deposition from the office of metropolitan bishop, removing Eutychius from the See of Constantinople 74 a monk in Amaseia at the age of 30. After the death of Patriarch Menas on August 25, 552, Justinian designated Eutychius as successor in connection with the new bishop's embrace of the emperor's policy on the so-called Three Chapters. A year later, the bishop presided over the proceedings of the Second Council of Constantinople, yet he refused to accept the doctrine of aphthartodocetism, which was advocated by Justinian. This act of resistance led to the bishop's arrest and confinement. Arrested on 22 January 565, he was first placed at the Choracudis monastery and, on the following day, at the monastery of St. Osias near Chalcedon. Finally, he was deposed on 31 January after his refusal to appear before a synod summoned by Justinian (the so-called endemousa synod), sent into exile on an island in the Propontis known as Principus (Princes' Island), and subsequently to his former monastery at Amaseia, where he would spend over 12 years 75 . The cases described above are indicative of the fact that the rulers would always make an effort to remove the deposed bishops from the City, but sometimes without explicit orders to have them confined to a definite place of exile. In the fourth century, the bishops retreated to the suburbs or to their estates, and it was only in the fifth century that depositions from the office of the metropolitan would begin to involve being "deported" to a specific exile location.
The motives behind banishing bishops from the City and putting them in custody at a remote place were obvious. First of all, the exile was intended as a measure preventing the deposed bishop from having any real influence on the community of the faithful in Constantinople; secondly, it was a form of punishment, in particular when the destination was located in some remote region with harsh climate conditions or exposed to various dangers such as the threat of a nomad attack 76 .
As regards the first of the above-mentioned objectives, the places of exile should be viewed from the angle of their accessibility. It appears that throughout the fourth century the authorities did not attach much importance to exile locations, as the banished individuals were frequently placed not very far from the capital (Thessalonica, Thrace, Bithynia). The situation changed in the early fifth century, beginning from John Chrysostom's exile, when destinations would be more deliberately selected. Most of those localities were inland towns / cities, normally situated along the communication routes but at a greater distance from the sea coast (Amaseia, Hypaipa, Ancyra, Euchaïta, Emesa), or even off the main routes from and to Constantinople (Cocusus, Petra, Great Oasis, Singara). A rather singular case is Pityus, which would fulfil all the criteria for being a very distant and extremely inaccessible place, although it was located on the Black Sea coast.
Obviously, sending a person into exile at a remote location such as the Great Oasis did not mean there would be no attempts undertaken to communicate with them, provided that those who wished to maintain such contact had resources, especially sufficient amounts of money, at their disposal in order to make a long and dangerous journey (or to cover the costs if a trustworthy person could undertake it). The cases of Nestorius and John Chrysostom prove this point very clearly. For instance, John Chrysostom carried on his extensive correspondence in exile, with about 240 surviving letters addressed to as many as over a hundred figures in Constantinople and beyond. Occasionally, people would visit him at Cocusus, with many of his admirers from Antioch and other places in Syria. Moreover, John had substantial resources at his disposal. In his correspondence, he would also attempt to maintain a semblance of being still in charge of the affairs of his Church. He addressed letters to his presbyters and Gothic monks, showing much interest in the Gothic community living along the north-west coast of the Black Sea, and also exchanged friendly correspondence with some high-profile figures such as prefects of the City Gemellus 77 (ep. 79, 124, 132, 194) and Paianius 78 (ep. 95, 193, 204, 220) 79 . In turn, Nestorius would keep on receiving the news of all the important religious issues and events at the capital; for instance, he knew about the conflict between bishop Flavian and Eutyches as well as the events in connection with the Council of Ephesus in 449. Let us also make a mention of his letter addressed to the citizens of Constantinople in the late 440s 80 . Some of Nestorius' followers managed to reach him at his place of exile, but such visits were not as frequent as in the case of John Chrysostom.
In conclusion, it can be said that the various exile destinations of the Bishops of Constantinople serve as a perfect illustration of the fact that the sea routes functioned as the most rapid and convenient means of communication in the Roman Empire, while the journey by land was much more time-consuming and made the traveller have to endure more difficulties and hardship. 77 On Gemellus, see PLRE, vol. I, p. 388 (s.v. Gemellus 2) . He served as Prefect of the City in the years 404-408. 78 On Paianius, see PLRE, vol. II, p. 818 (s.v. Paianius) . Paianius is a figure attested as Prefect of the City in 404. 79 Cf. the edition of John's letters: PG, vol. 52, cols. 549-748. 80 La lettre de Nestorius aux habitants de Constantinople, ed. E. W. Brooks, ROC 15, 1910, p. 275-281. It should be also noted that sending a person into exile was a form of punishment, especially when the destination was a remote location exposed to harsh weather conditions or the threat of sudden incursions by bands of nomads or brigands. Results of an analysis of the accessibility of exile destinations provide substantial evidence for an overwhelming proportion of inland urban localities. Although many of such places would be located along or near various roads, they were generally situated far from the coast or the main routes to Constantinople.
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